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ABSTRACT 

Faculty salaries in Washington public higher 
education, 1975-77, are reviewed eaphasizing salary levels, faculty 
purchasing power, and coaparisons with other ft-year colleges and 
universities. Findings indicates (1) The increase in inflation has 
eliainated any real salary increases for the average faculty nenber. 
In aany cases, there have been substantial decreases in salary in 
teras of constant dollars. However; faculty productivity, when 
■easured by credit hour loads, has increased. (2) The 4-year 
Washington institutions faced increasing coapetitive probleas, since 
salaries now lag behind the weighted average of the seven conparison 
states by an average of 12.5%. As a result of these and other 
findings, the council on Higher Education reconaended that faculty 
salaries be raised by approxiaately 9% beginning January 1, 1975 for 
the 1975-76 acadenic year; and that a third increase to Beet further 
cost of living increases be Bade effective July 1* 1976. (WJM) 



i I 




FACULTY SALARIES 
IN 

WASHINGTON PUBLIC HIGHER EDUCATION 
1975-77 



Council on Higher Education 



December 2, 1974 



FACULTY SALARIES 
IN 

WASHINGTON PUBLIC HIGHER fDUCATION 
1975-77 



At its October meeting, the Council on Higher Education directed the staff 
to review the condition of faculty salaries in the state's community col- 
leges, state colleges and universities and prepare findings and recommen- 
dations. This report reviews the proposals made by the Council of Presi- 
dents and the State Board for Community College Education and includes 
comparisons with various measures of competition and the effect of past, 
present and anticipated increases in the cost of living. 

It is the opinion of the staff that no single budgetary item affecting 
higher education has as high a priority as salary increases. This opin- 
ion was voiced in each budget hearing by institutional presidents and 
the director of the community college system. The salary problem is not 
unique to higher education and Governor Evans has Indicated on a number 
of occasions that salary increases for state employees is his top budget 
priority. 

After reviewing the preliminary staff report, the Council adopted the 
following resolution: 

Resolved : That the staff report on faculty salaries be accepted 
subject to further minor refinement by the staff and, Further 
Resolved , that the Council on Higher Education recommends that 
faculty salaries be raised by approximately 9% beginning January 
1, 1975, that a further increase of at least 11% be made effec- 
tive July 1, 1975 for the 1975-76 academic year and that a third 
increase to meet further cost of living increases (estimated at 
not less than 8%) be made effective July 1, 1976. It is further 
strongly recommended that legislative funding >f higher education 
salaries provide for increases every year as npid increases in 
the cost of living make biennial increases inadequate. 

If responsible budget reductions do not provide adequate resources 
to provide salary increases of this magnitude, the Council sup- 
ports the enactment of new or additional taxes or other revenue 
sources, sufficient to meet this reconriendation. 



FINDINGS 



Cost of Living 

1. The consumer price index reached 151.9 in September 1974, 12.1% above 
the same month in 1973. On a fiscal year basis, the 1973-74 year cost 
of living was nine percent higher than 1972-73. 

2. We estimate that the bite of inflation will increase, on a fiscal year 
basis, by 11.4% with anti -inflation measures slowly taking effect and 
reducing the percentage increase to 9.5 and 8.0 percent in the two 
years of the coming biennium. 

3. The increase in inflation has eliminated any real salary increases for 
the average faculty member. In many cases, there have been substan- 
tial decreases in salary, in tenns of constant dollars. Faculty pro- 
ductivity, when measured by cr**1t hour loads, has increased however. 

4. Average salaries and wages in private sector have increased faster 
than the cost of living, result* r in a gain of nearly 10 percent in 
constant dollars since 1967. 



Competition and Comparisons 

1. The four-year institutions face increasing competitive problems since 
salaries now lag behind the weighted average of the seven comparison 
states by an average of 12.5%, a level similar to the critical position 
of two years ago. In addition, future increases in the comparison 
states are likely to be higher than in the past due to inflationary 
pressures. 



2. The seven state group still relates closely to the nation when weighted 
by the rank mix* of Washington institutions. In 1973-74, the university 
sample was 3.0% above national figures while the college average was 
1.2% below the nation. A question exists as to the reliability of that 
sample as regards Everyreen since it contains no new institutions and 
none with a similar program. 

3. The community college system salaries are below the average of the six 
other "pace-setter" states (as defined by the Carnegie Commission). 
Three of those states, California, New York and Michigan rank 1, 2 and 
3 in the nation in salaries and represent the major portion of the fac- 
ulty in the comparison. This relationship does not attempt to measure 
competition but state effort. 

4. On a state by state average basis, Washington has been one of the lead- 
ing states. In terms of total average compensation, in 1973-74 Wash- 
ington ranked as follows: universities, 9th; state colleges, 13th; and 
community colleges, 8th. Estimated 1974-75 positions are: universities, 
16th; state colleges, 20th; and community colleges, 9th, 1n all cases 
below the respective national averages. 



*The number of faculty in eaclj.rank, e.g. Associate Professor. 



5. In the private sector, wage rate adjustments negotiated during the first 
half of 1974 averaged 8.7 percent for the first contract year as com- 
pared to 5.8 percent in 1973. Coft of living escalator provisions now 
cover 45 percent of workers in major bargaining units. New contracts 
containing these provisions have averaged 10.2 percent Including the 
escalator adjustments. 



Recommendations 

The staff recommendations are based on the following premises: 

1. The basic problem to be addressed is current and probable future In- 
creases in the cost of living. 

2. Although the seven comparison state method is reasonable, in our opin- 
ion the competitive situation is not wholly described through that sys- 
tem. The majority of competitive problems in 1975-77 can be dealt with 
through increases based on the anticipated cost of living. 

3. Although any one of the last several years can be used as a base point 
to compute cost of living increases, the selection is inevitably based 
on the year which presents the picture of greatest need. 

4. The 1973 legislature was fully ware of the facts concerning faculty 
salaries in terms of past inflation and inter-Institutional and inter- 
segment comparisons when they approved the salary adjustments as out- 
lined in the appropriation acts, and 1973-74 should therefore be used 
as the base year. 



The staff therefore recommends that the Council on Higher Education endorse 
salary adjustments for faculty and exempt staff which would provide In- 
creases sufficient to regain 1973-74 purchasing power. Any increases which 
occurred in 1974-75 (other than community college increments which were an- 
ticipated by the 1973 legislature) would be reduced from the 22 percent re- 
quired to reach this objective. An increase of eight percent is recommended 
for 1976-77. These increases would also effectively deal with the majority 
of competition pressures. A schedule of recommended increases appears on 
the following page. 

The staff further recommends that the Council urge the Governor and the 
legislature to adjust salaries as early in 1975 as possible with the cost 
of the early implementation considered as being 1n addition to the biennial 
cost of achieving the 22 percent objective. 

In addition, the staff recommends that the Council urge the legislature to 
pass a resolution of intent concerning faculty salaries early in the 1975 
session to forestall probable recruitment pressures. 

The resolution reflecting Council action appears on paye 1. 



SCHEDULE OF RECOMMENDED 1975-76 INCREASES 





1973-74 
Average 
Salaries 


1975-76 

Objective 


1974-75 
Average 
Salaries 


Percent 

Increase 

Required 


uw 


$17,140 


$20,911 


$17,150 


21.9% 


wsu 


$16,002 


$19,522 


$16,021 


21.9% 


EWSC 


$14,545 


$17,745 


$14,931 


18.9% 


cwsc 


$14,592 


$17,802 


$15,507 


14.8% 


wwsc 


$14,341 


$17,496 


$14,521 


20.5% 


TESC 


$15,365 


$18,745 


$15,764 


18.9% 


Community 
Colleges 


$13,969 


$17,042 


$14,093* 


20.9% 



If the Legislature provides a nine percent salary adjustment in early 1975, 
the following 1975-76 increases are recommended; 



University of Washington 11.8% 

Washington State University 11.8% 

Eastern Washington State College 9.1% 

Central Washington State College 5.3% 

Western Washington State College 10.5% 

The Evergreen State College 9.1% 

Community College System 10.9% 



Estimated by S.B.C.C.E. exclusive of anticipated 1974-75 increments. 



There are two primary criteria to be considered in evaluating the 
amount of salary adjustments to be provided o employees. These are com- 
petitiveness and equity or fairness. From the standpoint of competitive- 
ness, an attempt should be made to provide sufficient salaries to retain 
existing staff and fill vacant positions with individuals who are well 
qualified. In t r to be fair and equitable, salary adjustments should 
be sufficient to allow employees to purchase at least the same amount of 
goods and services as they did in the past. 

Although it might be desirable, there is no agreed upon way to de- 
termine the absolute level of salaries by taking into account preparation, 
experience, value to society, security, non-monetary benefits, minimum 
needs, etc. This analysis therefore deals with the relative criteria of 
competitiveness and equity to employees as they relate to faculty In 
Washington public institutions of higher education. 

Table I on the following page provides an overview of faculty sal- 
aries since 1967-68. The table outlines, for each institution and the 
community college system, the average salaries in each year, the percent- 
age increase over the previous year and since 1967-68 and, for the four- 
year institutions, the relationship to the seven-state comparison group. 
Public secondary school teacher salaries have been added for comparison 
purposes and the consumer price index (multiplied by 10) 1s Included to 
illustrate the effect of inflation on salary levels. 
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Faculty Purchasing Power - The Equity Consideration 

As anyone who reads the newspapers or watches television 1s aware, 
inflation has Increased rapidly 1n the last year. What may not be as 
apparent is the effect inflation has had on the purchasing power of Wash- 
ington faculty, eliminating supposed gains and often resulting in a loss 
in constant dollars. The comparison below uses 1967-68 as the base year 
for srlaries since that year 1s used as the base for the consumer price 
index (CPI). If other years are used, the relative magnitude of the figures 
change but the problem is still the same — no real gains or substantial 
losses in real salaries. 



U. of Washington 
Washington State U. 

c*w*s*c« 

W * W r S » C • 

Community Colleges 
Secondary Teachers 
Total Employment** 

* Estimated 

**Page 30 "Preliminary Economic Forecast For The State of Washington, 
September, 1974. 

Faculty productivity, on the other hand, has Increased since 1967-68. 
Increases in the student-faculty ratios at the four year institutions have 
resulted 1n a nine to twenty-one percent increase in student credit hour 
productivity. In 1971, the Legislature mandated minimum average faculty 
classroom contact hours and directed that there be at least a five percent 
increase by 1972-73. As a result, contact hours of faculty rose by from 5.2 

-7- 




1967-68 
Average 
Salaries 

$12,719 
$11,992 
$10,631 
$10,166 
$10,412 
$ 9,516 
$ 8,198 
$ 8,694 



1974-75 
Salaries 
(1967-68 Dollars) 

$11,224 
$10,485 
$ 9,772 
$10,148 
$ 9,503 
$ 9,360* 
$ 8,533* 
$ 9,486* 



Loss/Gain 
In Constant 
Dollars 



|ll,507| 

($ 859 
$ 18 
($ 909 
($ 156) 
335 
792 



to 16.2 percent In the four year institutions and contact hours of full 
time faculty increased by twenty percent in the community colleges. 

Table II on the following page graphically illustrates the past and 
probable future increases in the consumer price index. The estimates of 
future Inflation are the staff's and are based on the estimates contained 
in the September "Preliminary Economic Forecast", adjusted upwards in the 
light of recent trends. The staff estimates have been compared with more 
recent, but as yet unpublished, forecasts and are extremely close to those 
forecasts. 

Quoting from the September report, "The dominant ailment in both the 
world and the United States appears to be inflation. Political instabil- 
ities, devaluations, crop failures, removal of wage and price controls, and 
the jump in the price of oil have occurred over the past year to add to 
the problems already existing. The increasing significance of world 
commodity markets In determining prices raises the concern over world- 
wide Inflation bjt also generates an economic stimulus on world, national 
and state economies by the Increased demand from the developed as well 
as the developing countries." We anticipate that these problems will 
continue into 1975 and that national anti-inflation measures will take 
effect slowly. 

Based on these trends, we feel It is reasonable to anticipate that 
1975-76 salary adjustments of from 14.8 percent to 21.9 percent will be 
required to return purchasing power to 1973-74 levels. It should be 
understood that these figures do not include any adjustment for Inflation 
prior to that year. The 1973 Legislature was presented with a comprehen- 
sive picture of faculty salary needs in terms of past Inflation and inter- 

ERIC 



TABLE II 




1968 



Fiscal Year 

1968 
1969 
1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 

Estimated 

1975 
1976 
1977 



CONSUMER PRICE INDEX 
FISCAL YEARS 1968-1977 

Index Average 

101.9 
106.8 
113.1 
119.0 
123.3 
128.2 
139.8 



155.7 
170.5 
184.0 



Percent Change 



4.8 
5.9 
5.2 
3.6 
4.0 
9.0 



11.4 

9.5 
8.0 
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Source: "Preliminary Economic Forecast For The State of Washington", 
September 1974. 

Estimates for 1975-77 revised upward from published forecast. 
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institutional comparisons. As a result it directed that substantial 
increases be provided. Selecting any other base would create disputes 
over which year was the most appropriate. 

Relationship of the Requests (See the Appendix for copies of the requests) 
The Council of Presidents' proposal is based solely on the relation- 
ship to the seven comparison states* and does not discuss the effect of 
future inflation. 

The conmunity college proposal employs increases in the cost of 
living in its calculations but does not actually compare salary levels 
to changes in the consumer price index. Rather, the presentation is 
based on a series of assumptions of what salaries should have been in 
1971-72 and subsequent years if they had been based on the previous 
calendar year's inflation plus allowance for increments. The difference 
is characterized as "lost buying power". The procedure is extended 
through 1976-77, using 10% estimates for inflation plus 1.5% for incre- 
ments, and results in a request for 23% salary increases in 1975-76 plus 
11.5% in 1976-77. The 1975-7/ cost of this proposal is $43.7 million. 
Our review suggest the following problems with this approach: 

1. 1970-71 is selected as the base year since "that is the most recent 
year during which salary increases were made without constraints 
mandated by the Legislature". A review of budget commentary notes 
prepared by the Legislative Budget Conmittee indicates that the 
1969 Legislature mandated increases of seven and four percent. It 
would appear, therefore, that 1968-69, the year prior to the first 
budget submittal of the community college board was the most recent 
year not constrained by legislative mandate. 

i* -!0- 



2. The use of the prior year's inflation plus increments to deter- 
mine "lost buying power" is extremely questionable. Determination 
of an average loss in purchasing power should be made by comparing 
actual salaries with experienced inflation. Increments neither add 
to nor decrease inflation but rather are a part of the average 
salary itself. 

3. We disagree with the approach of using presumed salary settlements 
to develop an additional "catch-up" factor. 

Comparisons - The Question of Competitiveness 

Comparisons within an industry or among groups of employees in re- 
lated fields are commonly used in estimating salary requirements. The 
four-year colleges and universities have used institutions in seven 
states as a consistent comparison group. The states are California, 
Oregon, Minnesota, Wisconsin, Illinois, Indiana and Michigan. A 1972 
Council study* compared the weighted average of the seven state group to 
the national average as reported by the American Association of University 
Professors (AAUP), and found that the seven state group are "reasonably 
reflective of the nation as a whole". That comparison has been updated 
for 1972-73 and 1973-74 and is shown below. A plus indicates that the 
seven state group is above the national average. 

PERCENTAGE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN SEVEN STATE AND NATIONAL DATA 

* 

1970-71 1971-72 1972-73 1973-74 

Universities +1.7% +0.8% +4-0% +3.0% 

State Colleges +0.2% -1.1% -0.2% -1.3% 

A complete set of tables on this subject is included in the appendix. 

* The Seven Comparison States, Their Selection, Use and Applicability for 
Higher Education Comparisons , December, 1972. 

er|c 14 



The community colleges have not used salary comparisons in their re- 
quests before this year. In its current request, the State Board uses 
five of six "pace-setter" states for an Illustrative comparison. These 
states are New York, Michigan, Florida, Illinois, California and Texas. 
Along with Washington, they have been selected as "pace-setters" by the 
Carnegie Commission. 

The staff has also prepared comparisons based on the 1973-74 AAUP 
report relating to salaries and compensation by state and by type of in- 
stitution along with data for individual institutions. These are included 
in the last section of this report for the information of the Council. 
Relationship to Requests 

The Council of Presidents have based their proposal on the pre- 
liminary results of the seven comparison state salary survey. The survey 
has now been completed and Chart I on the following page illustrates 
that salaries at Washington colleges and universities are now 12.5 per- 
cent behind the weighted average of the seven state group. This is 
extremely close to the critical competitive situation of 1972-73. Assuming- 
that salaries will increase by at least 8.5 percent in the seven states, 
salary Increases averaging 22 percent would be necessary to bring Wash- 
ington salaries to an equivalent level. 

See Table I for the relative position of each institution. 

Although the seven state approach has the virtue of consistency and 
is a current and close approximation of national averages for each academ- 
ic rank, it has some deficiencies. The necessity or desirability of 
reaching the average has not been recognized by the legislature. It is 
somewhat confusing when reviewed in detail since averages are developed 
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CHART I 
AVERAGE SALARIES 

WASHINGTON COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES 

and 

SEVEN COMPARISON STATES 
1967-68 to 1976-77 
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for each rank and applied to the rank mix at each Washington institution 
so there is a different "average" for each institution. Since it is 
limited to public institutions, it overlooks some of the competition 
among major research universities. Twelve of the top twenty -five insti- 
tutions in receipt of federal research grants are private institutions. It 
includes no new institutions and none with a program similar to Evergreen's. 
Evergreen's appropriate relationship to the comparison qroup is therefore 
not as clear as the other state institutions. 

The seven state system appears to create some additional inequities 
for Evergreen. Since it does not use faculty ranks, Evergreen is com- 
pared against the simple average of the comparison group which is $511 
lower than the weighted averages to which the other colleges are compared. 
Evergreen's initial faculty were budgeted and hired at salaries in excess 
of the other colleges in recognition of the responsibilities involved in 
developing a new institution. The 1973 Legislature provided equal per- 
centage increases for Evergreen faculty and continuing those levels to 
reflect increases in the cost of living is consistent with the recommenda- 
tions of this report. At the same time, however, we suggest that new 
faculty planned for Evergreen be budgeted at levels equivalent to the 
assistant professor rank at the three state colleges. 

Although certain deficiencies exist, the seven state comparison is 
a reasonable guide to competitive trends among public four-year institu- 
tions. We have not based our recommendations on this system since the over- 
riding problem is one of deteriorating purchasing power. Adoption of the 
recommendations will, however, reduce the competitive problems facing the 
colleges and universities. 
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The comnunity college comparison includes data from five of the six 
other "pace-setter" states as defined by the Carnegie Commission. Data 
from Texas and current data from Michigan were not available. The staff 
has prepared a comparison using data for all these states derived from 
the 1973-74 AAUP survey. It essentially confirms the community college 
presentation and indicates that 1973-74 Washington salaries were 10.8% 
below the other states. 

Total 

State Facul ty Average Salary 

California 11,790 $16,961 

New York 5,375 16,641 

Michigan 1,192 15,657 

Illinois 1,354 14,209 

Florida 3,964 11,937 

Texas 1.696 10,577 



Average 25,371 $15,473 

Washington 2,092 $13,969 - 10.8% 

It should be noted that California, New York and Michigan rank 1, 
2 and 3 in the nation and comprise approximately 70 percent of the sample. 
These states also allocate a considerably lower proportion of their state 
higher education budget to community colleges than does Washington. A 
table indicating national comparisons is included in the next section. 

Other Comparisons 

The tables which appear on pages 18, 19 and 20 have been derived from 
the 1973-74 survey of faculty compensation conducted by the American Asso- 
ciation of University Professors. 

Tables III, IV and V contain a ranking of faculty compensation (sal- 
aries plus fringe benefits). It should be understood that the data re- 
flect an all -rank average for each state by category of institution, and 
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are not weighted by the mix of ranks in Washington institutions. The 1973- 
74 salary adjustments placed Washington institutions in a good position 
when compared to other states. In terms of total average compensation, In 
1973-74 Washington ranked as follows: universities, 9th; state colleges, 
13th; and community colleges, 8th. Estimated 1974-75 positions are: uni- 
versities, 16th; state colleges, 2Cth; and community colleges, 9th, in 
all cases below the respective national averages. In regard to fringe 
benefits, the 1973-74 national averages and reported averages for Wash- 
ington institutions are as follows: 



From these figures, it appears that the State of Washington is competi- 
tive in terms of fringe benefits. 

Table VI ranks all public and private universities by average com- 
pensation. Derived average salary data is also shown. The figures for 
Washington institutions differ somewhat from the averages for nine month 
faculty shown on Table I si-ice the AAUP allows 11 and 12 month faculty to 
be factored into the reported data. Since this procedure would affect 
all institutions, no adjustment has been made to the Washington informa- 
tion. 

Table VI shows that the University of Washington ranked 45th of 160 
universities and Washington State ranked 83rd In 1973-74 on an all ranks 
average basis. Based on an estimated 5.8% increase for other institutions 
in 1974-75, the University of Washington would drop to 69th position and 



Washington 



National Average 



Universities 
State Colleges 
Community Colleges 



12.74 
13.29 
12.20 



12.90 
12.94 
12.01 



19 
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Washington State would rank 115th. 



The University of Washington ranked 3rd in the nation in fiscal 
year 1973 in receipt of federal grants. Of the top 25 institutions in re- 
ceipt of federal grants, only two did not. rank in the top one-third in 
salaries or compensation in 1973-74. A decline to 69th position 1n 1974-75 
would place the University of Washington outside the top one- third. 

In the private sector (which has a bearing on competition for voca- 
tional instructors) the U. S. Department of Labor reports in "Current 
Wage Developments": 

"Major collective bargaining settlements reached during the first 
C months of 1974 provided for larger wage increases than agreements 
reached in 1973, according to preliminary estimates. Wage-rate ad- 
justments negotiated during the first half of 1974 averaged 8.7 
percent for the first year of the contract and 7.0 percent annually 
over the life of the contract, compared with 5.8 and 5.1 percent, 
respectively, in 1973. These measures exclude possible gains under 
"cost-of-living" escalator clauses. Some 2.1 million workers were 
covered by the 1974 settlements, primarily in the steel, construc- 
tion, food, can, aluminum, apparel, retail trade, and transit in- 
dustries. 

Thus far in the contract term, gains have averaged 10.2 percent in 
settlements containing escalator provisions that were reached in 
the first half of 1974. This includes the first year negotiated 
increases and escalator adjustments already put into effect. 

During the first half of the year, escalator provisions were 
adopted in 51 settlements, covering 347,000 workers. Escalator 
provisions now cover approximately 4.5 million (45 percent) of 
the workers in major bargaining units." 

It is our hope that we have provided as comprehensive a picture as 
possible regarding faculty salary needs in terms of purchasing power and 
competitive position. We believe it supports our position that substan- 
tial faculty salary increases are necessary and justified. 



2"a 

-17- 



TABLE III 



RANKING OF STATES WITH INSTITUTIONS 
REPORTING DATA TO AAUP 1973-74 



UNIVERSITIES 
(CATEGORY I) 



RANK 




AVERAGE 










AlIC Ci 

nit. at 


STATE 


wunr » 




DAWa? 


2>f«I t 


LUMP. 


RANK 


1 


New York 


$22,925 


3 


24 


Pennsylvania 


$17,676 


22 


2 


California 


21,954 


2 


25 


Nevada 


17,619 


20 


3 


New Jersey 


21,400 


4 


26 


Florida 


17.5S8 


18 


4 


Michigan 


20,632 


6 


27 


Ohio 


17,546 


36 


5 


Wisconsin 


20,275 


8 


28 


Delaware 


17,543 


32 


6 


Massachusetts 


20,039 


1 


29 


Georgia 


17,436 


16 


7 


Hawaii 


19,760 


14 


30 


New Mexico 


17,359 


31 


8 


Minnesota 


19,742 


12 


31 


Colorado 


17,071 


33 


9 


Washington 


19,371 


10 


32 


Vermont 


17,009 


42 


10 


Connecticut 


19,333 




33 


Arkansas 


16,992 


29 


11 


Virginia 


19,276 


7 


34 


Alabama 


16,909 


27 


12 


North Carolina 


19,201 


9 


35 


Missouri 


16,794 


23 


13 


Indiana 


19,083 


15 


36 


Tennessee 


16,785 


35 


14 


Illinois 


18,859 


13 


37 


Nebraska 


16,652 


38 


15 


Arizona 


18,846 


11 


38 


Louisiana 


16,542 


40 


National Average 


18,547 




39 


Kansas 


16,502 


39 


16 


Rhode Island 


18,254 


19 


40 


Oklahoma 


16,423 


37 


17 


Iowa 


18,169 


28 


41 


West Virginia 


16,390 


44 


18 


Maryland 


18.152 


17 


42 


South Carolina 


16,320 


30 


19 


Kentucky 


18,055 


25 


43 


Maine 


16,284 


43 


20 


Utah 


17,921 


34 


44 


Idaho 


15,669 


45 


21 


Oregon 


17,712 


26 


45 


Mississippi 


15,360 


41 


22 


New Hampshire 


17,690 


24 


46 


Montana 


15,348 


46 


23 


Texas 


17,686 


21 


47 


North Dakota 


14,921 


47 
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TABLE IV 



RANKING OF STATES WITH INSTITUTIONS 
REPORTING DATA TO AAUP 1973-74 

STATE COLLEGES 
(CATEGORY IIA) 







AVERAGE 


AVE. SAL. 






AVERAGE 


AVE. SAL. 


RANK 


STATE 


COMP. 


RANK 


RANK 


STATE 


COMP. 


RANK 


1 


New York 


$22,322 


1 


23 


Minnesota 


$15,475 


20 


2 


Michigan 


18,857 


6 


24 


North Carolina 


15,417 


24 


3 


California 


18,776 


3 


25 


Iowa 


15,396 


29 


4 


New Jersey 


18,614 


4 


26 


Virginia 


15,113 


22 


5 


Pennsylvania 


18,429 


2 


27 


Tennessee 


14.787 


25 


6 


Arizona 


17,290 


7 


28 


Texas 


14,778 


31 


7 


Ohio 


17.260 


13 


29 


Montana 


14,770 


32 


National Averaqe 


17,201 




30 


New Mexico 


14,741 


35 


8 


Wisconsin 


17,150 


15 


31 


South Dakota 


14,606 


28 


9 


Indiana 


16,863 


21 


32 


West Virginia 


14,572 


34 


10 


Illinois 


16,801 


11 


33 


Missouri 


14,383 


27 


11 


Connecticut 


, 6,782 


9 


34 


Alabama 


14,334 


33 


12 


Nevada 


13,685 


8 


35" 


Nebraska 


14,251 


40 


13 


Washington 


16.547 


16 


36 


South Carolina 


14,240 


30 


ir- 


Colorado 


16,484 


14 


37 


Idaho 


14,190 


45 


is 


Oregon 


16,472 


17 


38 


Kansas 


14,145 


39 


16 


Rhode Island 


16,452 


18 


39 


Arkansas 


14,075 


44 


17 


Massachusetts 


16,423 


5 


40 


New Hampshire 


13,952 


41 


18 


Wyoming 


16,216 


to 


41 


North Dakota 


13,949 


43 


19 


Florida 


16.03a") 


12 


42 


Oklahoma 


13,848 


36 


20 


Maryland 


15,83t< 


19 


43 


Georgia 


13,782 


38 


21 


Maine 


15,560 


23 


44 


Mississippi 


13,681 


37 


22 


Kentucky 


15,554 


26 


45 


Louisiana 


13,126 


42 
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TABLE V 



RANKING OF STATES WITH INSTITUTIONS 
REPORTING OATA TO AAUP 1973-74 

COMMUNITY COLLEGES and TWO YEAR COLLEGES 
(CATEGORIES III AND IV) 



AVERAGE AVE. SAL. 



RANK 


STATE 


COMP. 


RANK 


1 


New York 


$20,143 


2 


2 


California 


18,564 


1 


3 


Michigan 


17,182 


3 


4 


Arizona 


16,709 


4 


5 


Hawaii 


16,600 


7 


6 


Illinois 


16,267 


6 


7 


Maryland 


16,206 


5 


National Average 


15,872 




8 


Washington 


15.673 


8 


9 " 


Wisconsin 


15,2£0 


11 


10 


New Jersey 


14,924 


13 


11 


Minnesota 


14,722 


9 


12 


Ohio 


14,037 


18 


13 


Oregon 


13,962 


17 


14 


Rhode Island 


13,900 


15 


15 


Missouri 


13,764 


10 


16 


Connecticut 


13,597 


14 


17 


Pennsylvania 


13,521 


21 


18 


Wyoroi ng 


13,300 


16 


19 


Massachusetts 


13,223 


12 


20 


Montana 


13,057 


20 



RANK 



21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 



STATE 



AVERAGE 
COMP. 



AVE, SAL. 
RANK 



Florida 


$12,841 


19 


Maine 


12,621 


24 


Alabama 


12,506 


22 


Utah 


12,400 


32 


Kansas 


12,071 


23 


r exas 


11,985 


28 


Arkansas 


11,900 


31 


Colorado 


11,767 


29 


Virginia 


11,751 


26 


Nebraska 


11,700 


25 


Iowa 


11,574 


27 


Tennessee 


11,465 


30 


Kentucky 


11,400 


35 


North Dakota 


11.300 


33 


North Carolina 


10,834 


37 


Georgia 


10,605 


34 


New Mexico 


10,600 


38 


Mississippi 


10,341 


36 


Oklahoma 


10,074 


39 


Louisiana 


10,000 


40 


West Virginia 


9,687 


41 
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TABLE VI 



1973-74 Ranking of Universities by Average Compensation 



ERIC 



RANK 


NAME 


SAL 


CQMP 


1 


CUNY GRADUATE CENTER 


27091 


' 32250 


2 


CALIFORNIA INST OF TECHNOLOGY 


21 146 


25672 


3 


NEW SCHOOL FOH SOCIAL RESEARCH 


21005 


255b£ 


4 


HAKVAKD UNIVERSITY 


21344 


25*40 


5 


AIR FORCE INST OF TECHNOLOGY 


23471 


25387 


6 


STANFORD UNIVERSITY 


20451 


24353 


7 


UNIVERSITY OF CHICAGO 


20625 


24090 


8 


CLAREMONT GRADUATE SCHOOL 


19956 


23748 


9 


MASSACHUSETTS INST OF TECHNOLOGY 


19815 


23500 


10 


COLUMBIA UNIVERSITY 


19751 


23413 


1 1 


UNIVERSITY OF MiCM-MAIN CAMPUS 


19740 


23166 


12 


SUNY AT ST0NY3R00K 


19078 


22999 


S3 


JOHNS HOPKINS-SCH OF ADV INT STUD 


19736 


22920 


14 


UNIVERSITY OF PENNSYLVANIA 


19917 


22820 


IS 


CORNELL UNIVERSITY-CONTRACT COLLS 


18880 


22760 


16 


JOHNS HOPKINS UNIV-ARTS * SCI 


19613 


22668 


17 


YESHIVA UNI V- GRADUATE SCH 


20395 


22584 


18 


NEW YORK UNIVERSITY 


19648 


22564 


19 


YALE UNIVERSITY 


192 70 


22472 


20 


CORNELL UNIVERSITY- ENDOWED COLLS 


19149 


22425 


21 


DUKE UNIVERSITY 


. 18936 


22322 


22 


NORTHWESTERN UNIVERSITY 


19430 


223! 7 


23 


COLUMBIA UN IV- TEACHERS COLLEGE 


187S1 


22222 


24 


SUNY AT BUFFALO 


18373 


221 40 


2S 


SUNY AT BINGHAMTON 


1-8308 


22093 


26 


UNIVERSITY OF CALIF-ENTIRE 


1941 1 


21954 


27 


SUNY AT ALBANY 


18079 


21878 


28 


. UNIVERSITY OF ROCHESTER 


18319 


21556 


29 


UNIVERSITY OF VIRGINIA 


19037 


21508 


30 


BROWN UNIVERSITY 


18191 


21495 


31 


RUTGERS UNIVERSITY 


18562 


21400 


32 


PRINCETON UNIVERSITY 


18044 


2! 162 


33 


GEORGE WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY 


18281 


20966 


34 


UNIV OF WI3C3NSIN-MA0IS0N 


18062 


20923 


35 


POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE OF NEW YORK 


18232 


20851 


36 


INDIANA UNI VEF.SITY-BLCOMINGTON 


17393 


20827 


37 


BRANDEIS UNIVERSITY 


18335 


20718 


38 


VANOERBILT UNIVERSITY 


1 7589 


20379 


39 


MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY 


1 7328 


20287 


40 


STEVENS INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY 


1 7565 


20237 


41 


UNIVERSITY OF MIAMI 


16468 


20140 


42 


UNIV OF MASSACHUSETTS- AMHERST 


19599 


20039 


43 


RENSSELAER POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE 


1 7401 


19986 


44 


U OF NORTH CAROLINA-CHAPEL HILL 


18! 41 


19975 


45 


UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON 


1 7b41 


19868 1973-74 position 


46 


UMtsititUtH CwLLEGt 


1 6«43 


iVbl 7 


47 


UNIVERSITY OF HAWAII -MA IN CAMPUS 


1 6508 


19760 


48 


UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 


16731 


19742 


49 


CARNEGI E-MELLON UNIVERSITY 


1 7433 


19713 


50 


PURDUE UNIVERSITY- WEST LAFAYETTE 


16624 


19690 


51 


WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY 


17183 


19682 


52 


UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS 


17340 


19607 


53 


SYRACUSE UNIVERSITY 


16716 


19504 


54 


CLAmK UNIVERSITY 


16609 


19490 


55 


WAYNE STATE UNIVERSITY 


16916 


19473 


56 


RICE UNIVERSITY 


17471 


19465 


57 


LEHIGH UNIVERSITY 


16361 


19357 


53 


UNIVERSITY CF CONNECTICUT 


17993 


19333 


eg 


UN T U nc oiT TSrtt'VftH-MA I M CAMPUS 


1 7081 


19319 


60 


UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA 


1 7226 


19282 


61 


UNIVERSITY V,9 SOUTHERN CALIF 


16724 


19279 




SOSTUW UNIVERSITY 


1 6002 


19134 


63 


UNIV OF WISCONSIN-MILWAUKEE 


16380 


19068 
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TABLE V! Cont. 



RANK 


MAMP 
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64 


ROrKF^^t 1 Pf? £JM I uric t TV 
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1 7W 1 ^ 
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1 no 1 
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1 4l4fl 

lor Co 
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74 
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» w 
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76 
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ff 0 1 A A 
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77 
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1 LnrLL WW A VLn<9 4 | I 


f CS07 
1 39 W ff 
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73 
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1 oU4w 


I OOO 7 
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W W 
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1 qd t c 1973-74 dos it ion 
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1 Ol f J 


85 


UN I UERSITY QP NflTRP DAMP 


ff C A AC 
1 30Q3 


t O t AO 
lOi Oif 


86 


I INT HERS ■ TV flP MAPY1 ANfWMATN PAMPI 1 


1 At 1 A 


lei 9 At 


87 

W f 


TCVAC Ail) IIMTUPOCTTV 


1 Al OC 
I Ol 79 


ff a ff t C 
10 1 1 9 


88 

ww 


GPflRfil A TNSTI TUTP flP TPPU 
Ut-*W ftU A iild 1 1 1 v IL Wr 1 bvn 


< AO A 1 
4 P7 6 1 


1 0O/7 


89 


UATi UPRC T TV flP Alt AflN 
Wi 4 V6*rtwA 1 I wr mr\f\vvi 


t ct ao 

IOI 0 7 


f Q/1 7C 
1 OU #9 


90 

* w 


Pt'JRnUAM IIM f UPOQTTV 


ff CCS 1 o 


t a a Ai 

1 OUOw 


91 


NORTH CAROLINA STATP U AT kAlPTftM 
«wr» • ri wnnvMitvn i9lftib w #*l rtrH4*4»Alsrff 




1 DUJ # 


92 


CMCIRV UN f liPR C f TV 


t coca 

1 97QO 


1 770 r 


93 

w w 


Till ANP HMf UPPCTTV 


ff QlOQ 


ff 90 7 7 
1 #77 f 


7 ~ 


wN^AVcrvwA it wr l0LtUv 


ff cioa 
1 9JS7 


f 70 CO 
1 7o92 


95 


MAPfjliPTTP liAIT VJCDCT TV 
nNnUwb IIC UN A Vtnd 4 IT 


ff t*f A1 
1 9 f Uw 


ff 7 70C 

1 7 #79 


96 

w w 


PI flPTOA CTATP ItWTUrOQTTV 
ritfWnAWM d 1 M 1 XL Uii* VLndl i T 


ff A^^O 


1 7^fta 
I 7 #9a? 


97 


UN I UPR5T TV DP unilQTfcIN 
WW A VtnPl It Wr nVUS 1 WW 


1 90s 1 


1 r f^O 


98 


UNI U£*ft£ I TY OP NPW MAMP^Uf PP 


ff ^cn1 


t 7AOA 

1 /oyu 


99 


UIRfilNfA POl YTPPUNIP TN<TTTllTF 
wlrtv* li A rl ruLI 1 CWMii Aw INdU AUIL 


1 0*1 •TO 


t 7 AQ ff 
1 # OO 1 


100 


UN 1 U OP ALARAMA^MAf N TAMPllQ 
WTv A V wr nLnDHnn TOM 4 rw bHTlrUd 


ff AO A 7 


1 7 AAC 
1 f DOS 


101 

1 W 1 


UP^TPRM Mf CUT flAM UMT UPI^^TTV 


1 3*10^ 


1 7>ACr> 

1 #03U 


102 


AnPI PUT 1 IM T iiPB C f TV 


ff COOC 
A J7C3 


1 #OJw 


103 


Ufif WPCfVy OP MPUAftA»f*PM£! 


t CO ACT 
I 97 OO 


ff 7 A t O 

1 fOiy 


104 

* W ™ 


0MI0 ^TATP LLMIU-MAIN TAMPttQ 


ff CC^t 
1 99*W 


1 7COO 
1 #97tf 


10S 


UNIUPRSITV OF t OUT <Uf t i P 

Wlw A ViVttw All Wr LtiU4flV AI»L»C* 


ff COO Ai 
I SWT O 


ff 7CCO 
1 #90 7 


106 


IWlV/PftSTTY OP HPI AbjAfaP 


1 9w90 


t 7C^t 
1 #9*Iw 


107 

I w ff 




ff At 14 
191 t O 


ff 7C f A 
I #□ IP 


108 

1 wo 


UN f UPR^T TV np PI flfrfriA 
uii 4 VC.A0 4 « i wr rwwitAWH 


ff A& ff 1 


t 7C t O 


1 OO 


T £9 UA CTATP 1 IN T UPMCT TV 
A W WH dlHIL Wil A V&rid AIT 


ff ^AAi 
I *47 0*1 


i 7cn7 

1 f 9w f 


110 


Uvl A VLAg4 1 * Vr UL-UPCUIH 


f At AT 


1 MM 


t f t 
ill 


1INTUPRQTTV flP NPU MPXfPft 


ff ccoa 

1 99<D 


I f ** 0 4 


112 


INDIANA STATP UAlfU«MA1N rAMPiiC 


t C I ff A 
1 9 1 I 0 


1 f JfcT 


113 


UN T UP&kT TV HP IC AM SAC 


ff CCOO 
1 3PC7 


t 7007 
i f £ 7 w 




Mf AM T 1 IM T UPM < T TV*MA f M ^AMPilC 
n4H*14 WTO A V Srl\<9 AIT rJM I tX VHrirUd 


I *foU 7 


1 70 AC 
1 /£P9 


difi 


TP^AC TCPU 1 IM T UPWCT TV 
1 CAMO | Btvrl wii 4 VLniO 4 4 T 


ff CAAt 

I 9401 


1 7c Jo cSviriwite N3U 


116 


ftfPNT CTATP UMfl/Pi^CfTV 
ri C4i 4 f~ 1 n 1 L Uii A VLfl a A 4 l 


ff ^7CO 
A #97 


1 # 4? 1 O lSP/*ff*/3 pubitiun 


1 1 7 


NPU MPXTf!0 ^TATP U.UI Uk'wSTTV 

IvCv H TO LA A WW wtHIL U'li VLnP4 1 T 


1 9WO J 


ff 7 t 7C 

I r I #9 


118 


OiliTfXdM CTATV IKM f iiPi^ W f T V 


1 9«w*f 


t 1 7C 
1 # I 9 9 


119 




1 9WO 1 


t 7(1 70 
1 ff w #7 


120 


UNTUPiaCTTV nf UPiSi^rJMT 
Will VLfldl | I ur VC>r|t"1WNI 


ff AlAl 
1 *1w*lw 


1 # UuT 


121 


UN I UPRCTTV OP Af^j<AM *%AC 


ff CCIO 


1 A009 
1 077c 


122 


UNlUPUSfTY flF UPTftfJlT 


1 snot 

i SUM 9 


ff AO^rt 
1 07 «?w 


123 


TEXAS «3f1EN *S UPJIVERSJTY 


15233 


16926 


124 


GEOkGIA STATE U^IVEKblTT 


15777 


16892 


I2S 


COLORADO STATE U^IVEKSITT 




16*28 


126 


UNXVEKSITY OF MXSSSUHl 


15810 


16794 



9 

ERIC 



25 



-22- 



TABLE VI Cont. 



RANK 

12? 

123 

129 

130 

131 

132 

133 

134 

135 

136 

137 

138 

139 

140 

141 

142 

143 

144 

145 

146 

147 

143 

149 

150 

151 

152 

151 

154 

155 

156 

157 

15S 

159 

160 



NAME 

UNIV OF TENNESSEE-KNOXVILLE 
NQH1H TEXAS STATE UNIVERSITY 
SAINT LOUIS UNIVERSITY 
USIVEnSITY OF NEUHASKA-LINCOLN 
UNIVERSITY OF CINCINNATI 
UNIVERSITY OF OKLAHOMA 
UTAH STATE UNIVERSITY 
LOUISIANA ST UNIV-BATON ROUGE 
CLEM SON UNIVERSITY 
PENN STATE UNIVERSITY 
UNIVERSITY CF DENVER 
AUBURN UNIVERSITY 
BALL STATE UNIVERSITY 
TEXAS CHRISTIAN UNIVERSITY 
WEST VIRGINIA UNIVERSITY 
UNIVERSITY OF TULSA 
SOUTHERN METHODIST UNIVERSITY 
LOYOLA UNIVERSITY 
UNIVERSITY OF MAINE-ORONO 
OKLAHOMA STATE UNIVERSITY 
UNIVERSITY OF SJUTH CAROLINA 
UNIVERSITY OF COLORADO-COLO SPRGS 
UNIVERSITY OF COLORADO- DENVER 
CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY 
UNIVERSITY OF MONTANA 
UNIVERSITY OF IDAHO 
KANSAS STATE UNIVERSITY 
EAST TEXAS STATE UNIVERSITY 
MISSISSIPPI STATE UNIVERSITY 
UNIVERSITY OF MISSISSIPPI 
UNIVERSITY OF NORTH DAKOTA 
MONTANA STATE UNIVERSITY 
NORTH DAKOTA STATE UNIVERSITY 
UNIV OF NORTHERN COLORADO 



SAL 


COMP 


15270 


16785 


15042 


16771 


154*6 


16754 


14313 


16652 


1444? 


16615 


15054 


16569 


14177 


1654? 


1 4744 


16542 


15560 


16521 


15472 


16521 


14772 


16449 


15194 


16411 


15023 


16411 


14101 


16401 


14323 


16390 


I 4557 


16375 


14567 


16293 


14337 


16288 


14336 


16284 


15040 


1 6283 


15277 


16173 


1*4498 


16126 


14457 


16027 


14560 


15924 


14109 


15714 


13303 


15669 


14017 


15636 


13969 


15626 


14550 


15440 


1 4347 


15223 


13520 


15062 


13357 


14933 


13235 


14718 


12959 


14488 



Source: Derived from data contained in 1973-74 report of the American 
Association of University Professors 
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APPENDIX 



Community College Request 

Pages 81-87, SBCCE Operating Budget Request 

Council of Presidents Proposal 

September 13, 1974 letter from Charles McCann 

October 31, 1974 letter from Charles McCann 

Comparison of Seven State Group to National Average 
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The Evergreen State College 



September 13, 1974 

Mr. James M. Furman 
Executive Coordinator 
Council on Higher Education 
908 East Fifth Avenue 
Olympia, Washington 98504 



Dear Jim; 



The presidents are very worried about the faculty and staff salary situation. 

Even the minimal relief I refer to below will require a massive effort, and we 
know that effort cannot succeed unless it gets support all along the executive- 
legislative decision-making chain. In that chain, you're a key, Jim, since people 
up the chain will look to you for advice, and we in the institutions look to you 
and the Council for help and leadership on this issue. We presidents would very 
much appreciate an opportunity to discuss the situation with you soon, before 
the next Council meeting. Unfortunately, time presses that way because our 
presentations to the Governor begin next week and will be completed in early 
October. 



Here's the way the situation looks to us as a minimum; 

PROPOSED FACULTY SALARY INCREASES FOR 1975-77 



Estimated 
Weighted 

Estimated Average at Percentage Increase 

Average 7 State Rate Required to Equal 1975-76 Total for 1976r77 
Institution 1974-75 1974-75 Average 7 State Rate Keep Up 1975-76 Keep Up 



uw 


$17,140 


$19,042 


11.1% 


7.0% 


18.1% 


7.0% 


wsu 


16,002 


18,256 


14. IX 


7.0% 


21.1% 


7.0% 


ewse 


14,592 


16,632 


13.98Z 


7.0% 


20.98% 


7.0% 


EWSC 


14,909 


16,803 


12. 70% 


7.0% 


19.70% 


7.0% 


TESC 


15,674 


16,642 


6.18% 


7.0% 


13.18% 


7.0% 


WWSC 


14,771 


16,720 


13.19% 


7.0% 


20.19% 


7.0% 



Our several requests to the Governor and the legislature will not be uniform in 
terms of percentage increases since the institutions' average faculty salaries 
are not totally equal. We intend that each institution will request the percent 
necessary to equal the average of the seven state survey. In addition, we shall 
all request an additional 7 percent for each year of the biennium. 



2 Oi^mpm A/'ishingtoti 93505 
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What we're talking about here is, of course, a lifting to an "average", which, 
in other contexts, means "mediocre. M Even this minimum, however, has been 
arrived at only after much discussion with the Council of Faculty Representatives 
concerning the usefulness of the seven-state survey compared to other well-known 
surveys, such as AAUP's* The presidents concluded, however, that an attempt to 
switch to a new comparison base would be untimely, possibly resulting in obscuring 
the major issue. The faculty representatives may accept this minimum but are 
restive, and understandably so, with the presidents 1 suggesting the likely 7 
percent keep-up factor in the face of inflation and the many long-term contracts 
recently of at least 10 percent per year. 

We, each of us, hope that you 9 11 be able to give the effort considerable momentum 
since, if we can't catch back up to the average now, we face a potentially dis- 
astrous situation* 

May the presidents meet with you soon to discuss strategies? 




Charles J. McCann 
President 

CJM:cw 

cc; Council of Presidents 
CFR Representatives 
Robert L. Carr 
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The Evergreen State College 

October 31, 1974 



Mr. James M. Furman 
Executive Coordinator 
Council on Higher Education 
908 East 5th Avenue 
Olympia, Washington 98504 

Dear Jim: . 

On September 13, 1974 X wrote to you on behalf of the Council of 
Presidents concerning the salary requests we seek for faculties 
in 1975-77. The figures included in my letter to you contained 
our estimated catch-up requirements as shown on the seven state 
survey, plus a 7 percent per year keep-up factor for each year 
of the next biennium. 

We have contacted the participating seven state institutions to 
learn what increases they expect to request for the next two 
years. While several have not completed their budget requests 
as yet, we did learn the following*. 

1976-77 

? 

Cost of Living 
Request 

Cost of Living 
Request 

10X 

Cost of Living 
Request 

Cost of Living 
Request 

6% plus cost of 
living request 

As you can see from the sampling, our initial requests for keep-up 
funds begin to look seriously low in terms of our comparison insti- 
tutions and the continuing inflationary problems which all of us face. 



1975-76 



Minnesota State College System 7.52 

California State Colleges and 9.4X 
Universities 

University of Illinois 11. 7X 

University of Oregon 21. 1Z 

University of California 10. 5X 

University of Michigan 14. 0Z 

University of Minnesota 16. OX 



Olympia. Washington 9$&05 
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Mr. James M. Furman 
Page Two 
October 31, 1974 



Ve expect to have our final seven state results available about 
November 15. Soon after that time we will complete our formal 
requests for salary considerations and will include final results 
of the seven state survey. We will very likely want to amend 
our request for keep-up funds from 7 percent per year to perhaps 8 
to 10 percent each year. In any event , the figure should be at 
least equal to the inflation figures that will be reflected in 
the Governor's budget document. 



CJM:rg 



cc; Council of Presidents 

Dean Clabaugh, Chairman, ICBO 
Michael Barahart, Chairman, ICLO 
Edward Kormondy, Chairman, ICAO 
Robert Carr, OS CUBA 



Sincerely, 




Charles J. McCann, Chairman 
Council of Presidents 
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CHART I 

COMPARISON OF WEIGHTED FACULTY SALARY AVERAGES 
NATIONAL DATA AND INSTITUTIONS IN SEVEN COMPARISON STATES 

1970-71 through 1973-74 
-Universities and State Colleges- 
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CHART II 

WEIGHTED FACULTY SALARY AVERAGES 
PERCENTAGE DIFFERENCES BETWEEN 
NATIONAL DATA AND INSTITUTIONS IN SEVEN COMPARISON STATES 

1970-71 through 1973-74 
-Universities and State Colleges- 




TABLE I 

COMPARISON OF NINE MONTHS FACULTY SALARIES BY RANK 
NATIONAL DATA AND INSTITUTIONS IN SEVEN COMPARISON STATES 

1970-71 through 1973-74 
-Universities- 



Rank 



1970-71 



Professor 
Assoc. Prof. 
Assist. Prof. 
Instructor 



All Public 
Universities 1/ 



$ 19,150 
14,350 
11,760 
8,970 



Seven State 
Universities 



$ 



20,140 
14,262 
11,617 
9,213 



Difference 



+ $ 990 
88 

- 143 
+ 243 



1971-72 



Professor 
Assoc. Prof. 
Assist. Prof. 
Instructor 



$ 



19,820 
14,870 
12,190 
9,430 



$ 



20,666 
14,577 
11,921 
9,687 



+ $ 846 

- 293 

- 269 
+ 257 



1972-73 

Professor 
Assoc. Prof. 
Assist. Prof. 
Instructor 



20,470 
15,290 
12,580 
9,730 



$ 



21 ,934 
15,550 
12,729 
10,286 



+$1 ,464 
+ 260 
+ 149 

+ 556 



1973-74 

Professor 
Assoc. Prof. 
Assist. Prof. 
Instructor 



$ 



21,581 
16,066 
13,201 
10,154 



$ 



22,871 
16,166 
13,284 
10,648 



+$1 ,290 
+ 100 
+ 83 
4- 494 



1/ Public institutions which offer the doctorate degree, and which conferred 
in the most recent three years an annual average of fifteen or more earned 
doctorates covering a minimum of three nonrelated disciplines. 

Sources: American Association of University Professors - Bulletins, 1971,1972,1973 
and 1974. Seven State Salary Studies, 1970-71 through 1973-74; Office of 
Interinstltutlonal Business Studies and Office of State College and 
University Business Affairs. 
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TABLE II 



. .COMPARISON OF NINE MONTHS FACULTY SALARIES BY RANK 
NATIONAL DATA AND INSTITUTIONS IN SEVEN COMPARISON STATES 

1970-71 through 1973-74 
-State Colleges- 



Rank 



1970-71 



Professor 
Assoc. Prof. 
Assist. Prof. 
Instructor 



All State 
Colleges 1/ 



$ 17,420 
13,830 
11,440 
9,220 



Colleges in 
Seven States 



17.782 
13,806 
11,367 
9,200 



Difference 



+ $ 



362 
24 
73 
20 



1971-72 



Professor 
Assoc. Prof. 
Assist. Prof. 
Instructor -. 



17,850 
14,140 
11,800 
9,540 



17,986 
13,909 
11,543 
9,442 



+ $ 



136 
231 
257 
98 



1972-73 



Professor 
Assoc. Prof. 
Assist. Prof. 
Instructor 



18,980 
15,000 
12,470 
10,130 



19,199 
14,866 
12,370 
9,932 



+ $ 



219 
134 
100 
198 



1973-74 



Professor 
Assoc. Prof. 
Assist. Prof. 
Instructor 



$ 20,450 
15,960 
13,120 
10,700 



20,346 
15,740 
12,863 
10,213 



104 
220 
257 
487 



1/ Public institutions awarding degrees above the baccalaureate but not included 
in University catagory, 

Sources: American Association of University Professors - Bulletins, 1971,1972,1973 
and 1974. Seven State Salary Studies, 1970-71 through 1973-74; Office of 
Interinstitutional Business Studies and Office of State College and 
University Business Affairs. 
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